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Dear Mr. Howie;

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Public Health Assessment (PHA) Public
Comment Release dated March 5, 2002, for the Vasquez Boulevard and 1-70 Site. On
February 6, 2002 we provided comments to ATSDR on a previous draft of the PHA. In
large part, our comments on the current draft repeat those expressed in our February 6"
letter, that we feel were not adequately addressed by ATSDR. We appreciate ATSDR’s
consideration of our previous comments and the incorporation of many of them into this
draft of the PHA. We have the following comments:

General:

While many of the comments below are directed at the text in the summary of the
document (pages ii1 — vi), they also apply to the body of the document that is the source
of text for the summary.

A. Given the length of the document and its intended audience (the general public}, we
believe it is important that the summary of the PHA be concise and focused on
ATSDR’s “take-home message™. This is especially important since it is likely that
most readers will read only the summary and, at most, skim portions of the rest of the
document. After reading the summary, the reader should come away with a clear
understanding of ATSDR’s assessment of public health concerns for the site, and its
recommendations for further action. 1t is our opinion that the summary does not



clearly convey ATSDR’s concerns, in a manner readily accessible to the general
public.

A member of the public reading this document might legitimately ask, “Does ATSDR
believe that the levels of arsenic in my yard are of concern?” “Does ATSDR believe
that the cleanup recommended by EPA will protect my health?” The document does
not answer these questions. For example, after reading the summary, we understand
that ATSDR is concerned about pica behavior in children at the site. For the pica
scenario, ATSDR states they are concerned about soil arsenic levels at 650 sampled
properties, but does not provide the soil arsenic value that is basis for this statement.
A member of the public might ask “Which 650 properties?”

. There are a number of locations in the report where ATSDR cites EPA’s risk
assessment caiculations, and presents information on the number of homes at which
EPA would recommend cleanup. It is not clear if ATSDR supports these
recommendations, and if not, what alternate recommendations are proposed by
ATSDR. For example, ATSDR reports EPA’s soil arsenic pica value of 47 ppm, but
does not explicitly state if they agree or disagree with that value. For the benefit of a
. reader from the community, the document should clearly state if ATSDR agrees or”
disagrees with EPA’s assessment. If ATSDR disagrees, the PHA should provide the
reader with alternate soil levels of concern, and the basis for these concemns, so the
reader can adequately judge health risks for their family.

Similar comments apply to ATSDR’s discussion of long-term health effects for
arsenic (1.e., cancer) and findings for lead. ATSDR mentions EPA’s assessments for
numbers of properties with a concern for long-term exposure to arsenic, but does not
state whether or not ATSDR is in agreement with EPA’s assessment. - Also, ATSDR
mentions EPA’s range of soil values of concern for lead, but does not take a position
on whether it agrees or disagrees with any part of the range of EPA values. If the
document presents EPA’s levels of concern, they should be presented in a fashion so
the reader can understand whether or not ATSDR is in agreement with the values.
The reader should be left with a clear message of ATSDR’s concern for exposures to
soil, at their property. If the document presents numbers of properties at which
ATSDR has concern, it should also present the soil concentration from which the
number was derived, such that an individual can verify whether ATSDR has concemn
regarding a specific property. '
In numerous meetings with the community (e.g., Health Team meetings, Working
Group meetings), ATSDR has raised issues around EPA’s calculations for levels of
health concern for arsenic and lead. After raising these issues in the community, it is
incumbent on ATSDR to clearly express their findings, so the reader can reconcile
ATSDR’s previously expressed differences with EPA, and come to meaningful
conciusions regarding ATSDR’s public heaith concems for the site.

. ATSDR presents several levels of concern in the body of the document (270 ppm

arsenic in soil, for noncancer effects from weekly exposure, page 41; and 300 ppm
arsenic in soil, cancer from long-term exposure, page 42) but provides very little or
no basis for the values. ATSDR should provide explicit supporting documentation



for values such as these presented in the text, so the reader can understand and verify
calculations.

Specific:

1. Page iii. Summary (last paragraph), and global (e.g.. page 59). The text stat_es

“ATSDR has determined that soil arsenic levels at many but not all of the
properties in the VBI70 study area are safe regardless of how much soil a child or
an adult might ingest” (emphasis added). We suggest that ATSDR qualify this
statement with the addition of some text indicating this statement is true “...for
individuals with typical soil exposures™ or “...within the limits of the evaluation
performed in the PHA.” While we agree with the sentiment, in general, it does

" not seem appropriate or accurate to make a statement that a substance is safe,
“...regardless of the amount of exposure”.

2. Pageiv. (second paragraph). The text states “The EPA has idsntified-about 260
properties where the increased risk of cancer is unacceptable.” ‘1t is our
understanding that EPA’s Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) identified
approximately 113 properties with an unacceptable cancer risk estimate (i.c.,
arsenic exposure point concentratior: (EPC) > 240 mg/kg) (MFG 2001). Please
verify with EPA and correct the text as appropriate (see related comment below).

3. Page vi. (top of page). “DEH’s program is managed by Mr. Gene 720-865-
5452....."7. Please correct the typographical error by adding the word “Hook” in
place of the telephone number.

4. Page 4._Actions to reduce exposure (2™ paragraph). The text states “...EPA has
proposed 128 ppm as an preliminary action level for arsenic. About 260
properties in the VBI70 study area exceed this action level. These 260 or so
properties have a composite soil sample with arsenic levels greater than 128 ppm.
EPA is targeting these approximately 260 properties to protect residents from the
risk of cancer. (emphasis added)” Several comments on the PHA text follow: 1)
As of this date, EPA has not reteased it’s proposed plan for the VB-170 area, and
128 ppm is one of several preliminary action levels established for arsenic in soil

- (MFG 2001). After the release of EPA’s Proposed Plan (anticipated date, May
20) the PHA text should reflect EPA’s selection of a preferred aiternative. 2) The
text 1s slightly disingenuous in that it implies that an arsenic soil level of 128
mg/kg corresponds to EPA’s Remedial Action Objective (RAO) of 1x10E-4 for
excess lifetime cancer risk. This is not the case, as the Baseline Human Health
Risk Assessment (EPA 2001) predicts that an exposure point concentration (EPC)
of 240 mg/kg arsenic in soil is the level at which lifetime cancer risks exceed the
RAO of 1x10E-4 (, MFG 2001). The value of 128 mg/kg was developed based
on other criteria, including the consideration of a more protective risk level
because of comparison with the adjacent Globeville cleanup site. Please clarify
these facts in the text.

5. Page 7. Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (second -
sentence). The sentence is missing a verb. We believe it was meant to read “The



9.

10.

1.

samples were analyzed in a lab for levels of inorganic elements, such as, arsenic,
cadmium, and lead.” Please correct.

Page 11. Text for Graph 1, re: estimation of maximum from yard average. While
the PHA mentions there is “some uncertainty” in theé linear regression approach,

(as there is in any statistical approach) the PHA does not acknowledge that the
linear regression relies on data from only eight properties and ATSDR assumes
that the arsenic distribution pattern from those eight properties applies to the
entire 3,900 other properties in the site. The text should acknowledge the
limitations of the small sample size (n=8) in the linear regression approach. Also,
the text might note that EPA has estimated the maximum level in a residential
yard (EPA 200!) using an approach different than that described in the PHA.

Page 17. Air Data (last paragraph). The first sentence of the paragraph reads
“Technically, the 1-hour standard for ozone has not applied to the Denver

metropolitan area since May 1998"; this sentence is incorrect. In 1997, when the
EPA initially set the 8-hour ozone standard, it revoked the 1-hour standard.
However, while the legality of the standards was being resolved in court, the 1-
hour ozone standard was reinstated. Please correct or delete the sentence. If you
wish more information on this subject, please contact our office and {’!l direct you
to appropriate staff,

Page 17. Air Data (last paragraph, continued). We believe thereisa

typographical error, because the last paragraph in the section ends in the same
wording as the preceding paragraph. We suggest the text of the last paragraph
should say “... that Denver currently meets EPA’s Ambient Air Quality Standard
Jor ozone.” Please correct as appropriate.

Page 22 and 23. Sediments and Surface Water.. It is our understanding that
there are more sediment and surface water data available for the VB/I70 area than
are discussed in the PHA. Please review EnviroGroup (2001) for a discussion of
available data, or contact our office and we will refer you to the appropriate DEH
contact.

Page 24, Breathing outdoor and indoor air.. It is.our understanding that the .
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) has air monitoring data for
several parameters, including arsenic-and lead, from a site(s) near the area. Please
consider an evaluation of the CDOT data for its appropriateness as an indication
of air quality for the site.

Page 24. Breathing outdoor and indoor air (continued). ATSDR implies that

arsenic and lead could be present in indoor air due to contaminant evaporation
from contaminated soils in crawlspaces, and that indoor air sampling data would
be necessary in order to “...determine whether this type of exposure is actually
occurring in the VBI70 study area.” We suggest that, if ATSDR believes this to
be a potential exposure pathway, then ATSDR conduct screening calculations
regarding the concentrations necessary for this to pathway to be of concern. It is
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our assumption that this pathway is extremely unlikely to be completed, given the
extremely low evaporation rate of inorganic arsenic and lead compounds from
soil. If ATSDR intended to express a different concern in the referenced
paragraph, then we suggest ATSDR clarify its meaning,

Page 41. Weekly exposure (continued). The text states “ATSDR considers
average arsenic levels greater than about 270 ppm to be a concern”. Please
provide the basis for the 270 ppm value, including the assumptions used in the
calculations (e.g., in a footnote or refer the reader to another section of the PHA).
The document should be explicit in providing details, so that the reader can
understand and verify calculations.

Page 43. The possibility of cancer (2™ paragraph). The document provides a soil

concentration of 300 ppm arsenic, as a level comparable to doses “reported in the
literature” assoctated with increased risk of cancer, As above, please briefly
provide the basis for this.statement. That.is, please reference the-literature— - -— -—- -
sources for this statement or refer the reader to another document that summarizes
the literature sources (e.g., ATSDR Toxicological Profile, etc.).

Page 47 and 48. Possible health effects from exposures to lead (bottom of page
and middle of next page). Regarding the statement that “CDPHE has a state-wide
blood lead program that tests children for blood lead.” It is our understanding that
CDPHE does not have an ongoing state-wide program of blood lead testing.
Rather, CDPHE does, on occasion, perform limited and targeted blood lead
testing events, often through cooperative funding agreements with other
organizations. The State does not have funding to perform ongoing blood lead
testing for the VB/170 study area, or other parts of the state. The State has an
ongoing surveitlance program that tracks reported cases of children with elevated
blood lead, usually identified by other health care providers, and reports them to
CDC. Also, the State asststs local agencies in their education, outreach, and
elevated blood lead case investigation efforts. We suggest ATSDR verify the
scope of CDPHE’s lead program with CDPHE’s lead program manager and
incorporate the information globally, as appropriate.

Page 62. The distribution of arsenic and lead (last sentence). Typographical

error. We believe ATSDR meant tosay “that” instead of “atl”. -

Page 65. Medical testing. Regarding the recent CDPHE testing and the statement
that “CDPHE did not find a relationship between blood lead results and lead
levels in soil but too few children were tested to conclude whether or not soil lead
levels are contributing to blood lead levels”. The text would benefit from a brief
discussion of the CDPHE blood data presented in EPA (2001) acknowledging that
additional data are available from the State’s surveillance program that suggest 1)
soil is not likely to be the main source of exposure for most children analyzed,
and 2) there is no clear difference between the elevations in blood lead for
reported cases located within and outside of the boundaries of the VB/170 site.



17.

18.

19.

Page 79. List of health team members. Please verify the speiling of Margaret

Schonbeck’s name and correct the name of the agency to Colorado Department of
Public Health and Environment,

Page 124. Appendix H. ATSDR’s quantitative approach for estimating arsenic
doses in children. The PHA assumes a bioavailability factor for arsenic in soil
that is “...estimated to range from 40 t0 60%...”. We suggest ATSDR provide a
brief explanatlon of the basis of using a bloavallablllty factor (upper range) that
differs from that determined in EPA’s animal stucly :

Page 124. Table H-1. It may be confusing to the reader to note a dose estimate
that is greater for a one-time exposure than the dose estimate for a multiple-time
exposure. If it is accurate, we suggest the table contain a footnote that explains
that these values are not meant to be compared across exposure frequency, but
with toxicity values that differ, depending on the length of exposure. Alternately,
the doses for different exposure frequencies could be presented in separate tables.
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact
Celia VanDerLoop at 720 865-5459, or me at 720 865-5443.

Sincerely,

Gene C. Hook

Environmental Protection Division™~-

CC:

VB/170 Working Group



